
Peer Review of Teaching for Promotion Purposes
a project to develop and implement a pilot program of external Peer 
Review of Teaching at four Australian universities

Final Project Report June 2009
Part 2: Appendices



33

9. APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Literature Review  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .34

Appendix 2: Pro formas and other material produced for/used in the project  . . . . . . . . . . . . 47
 1 Internal Peer Review protocols and tools  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48
 2 External Peer Review protocols and tools . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62
 3 Formative Peer Review protocols and tools  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .75
 4 Peer reviewer, convener and candidate professional development resources  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 87
 5 Notes for promotion committees  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .101
 6 Adapting Peer Review protocols  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102
 7 Peer Review Teams and equity issues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .103

Support for this project has been provided by the Australian Learning and Teaching Council, an initiative of the 
Australian Government Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations. The views expressed in this 
report do not necessarily re*ect the views of the Australian Learning and Teaching Council Ltd.

This work is published under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-ShareAlike 2.5 Australia 
Licence. Under this Licence you are free to copy, distribute, display and perform the work and to make derivative works.

Attribution: You must attribute the work to the original authors and include the following statement: Support for 
the original work was provided by the Australian Learning and Teaching Council Ltd, an initiative of the Australian 
Government Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations.

Noncommercial: You may not use this work for commercial purposes.

ShareAlike: If you alter, transform, or build on this work, you may distribute the resulting work only under a licence 
identical to this one.

For any reuse or distribution, you must make clear to others the licence terms of this work.

Any of these conditions can be waived if you get permission from the copyright holder.

To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licences/by/2.5/au or send a letter to  
Creative Commons, 543 Howard Street, 5th Floor, San Francisco, California, 94105, USA

Requests and inquiries concerning these rights should be addressed to the  
Australian Learning and Teaching Council, PO Box 2375, Strawberry Hills NSW 2012 or  
through the website: http://www.altc.edu.au

ISBN: 978-0-646-52281-4 (online copy)

2009 (revised 28/9/09, p.46)



34

APPENDIX 1:  
SUMMATIVE PEER REVIEW OF TEACHING: A LITERATURE REVIEW

INTRODUCTION
There are three generally-recognised types of peer review of teaching: diagnostic, formative and 
summative. Diagnostic peer review, the least discussed of the three, is a limited-term form of 
peer review intended to identify and address issues arising from an individual’s or department’s 
teaching practice (Costello et al., 2001). Formative peer review is an ongoing process of 
professional development that aims to continually develop the individual and collective quality 
of teaching, and summative peer review is an intermittent process that aims primarily to evaluate 
teachers’ current level of ability (Cavanagh, 1996). 

This literature review concentrates on summative peer review of teaching. A great deal of research 
has been done on formative peer review—what it is, why and how to do it, and how to respond 
to its ,ndings—ranging from the American Association for Higher Education’s From Idea to 
Prototype—Peer Review of Teaching in 1994 to the ALTC-funded project Peer Review of Teaching in 
Australian Higher Education: Resources to support institutions in developing and embedding e!ective 
practices and policies, completed at the University of Melbourne in 2008. While this work informs 
the discourse and literature surrounding summative peer review of teaching, comparatively 
little has been written on summative peer review of teaching itself. The work that has been done 
has focused predominantly on identifying problems inherent in the concept of peer review and 
establishing the preconditions necessary for the development of a successful summative peer 
review system. Enrique E Batista noted in his 1976 literature review that there was still a great 
need for research and practical work to be done on developing workable protocols and ‘adequate 
instruments for use in [summative peer] evaluations’, and this still remains the case.

This review will examine several key areas in the establishment of a successful summative peer 
review of teaching program: the status of summative peer review in Australian universities; 
prerequisites for establishing a successful program; necessary elements of a summative peer 
review program; criteria for peer evaluation, frequency of peer review; personnel; and academics’ 
responses to summative peer review of teaching programs. These will form the basis of the project 
team’s practical work in developing protocols, tools and supporting materials for summative peer 
review.

SUMMATIVE PEER REVIEW OF TEACHING IN AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITIES 
While formative peer review of teaching—particularly classroom teaching—is well-established 
both internationally and in Australian universities (Bell, 2002), summative peer review is less 
common. Publicly-available information on Human Resources and Academic Development Unit 
websites suggests that comparatively few Australian universities run substantial peer review of 
teaching programs, particularly in connection with promotion processes. However, with teaching-
only positions and teaching-intensive career pathways being developed at many Australian 
universities, there is an increasing need for promotion processes that are speci,c to teaching, 
and for feedback on teaching that provides adequate evidence of teaching work to promotion 
committees. As Brawley (2008) demonstrates, using the same promotion processes and evidence 
requirements for research and teaching promotion applications does not work. Universities need 
to develop comparable but distinct processes and criteria for evidence in teaching applications, 
which both parallel the local (Levels A and B), national (Level C) and international (Levels D and E) 
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referees presented by research-based applications, and recognise teaching as a concept that goes 
beyond face-to-face work in classroom or supervision situations. 

This means developing workable tools for the evaluation of evidence. Many universities ask 
for teaching evidence in promotion applications in the form of references. However, there are 
problems with this format which can undermine its e-ectiveness when dealing with teaching. 
The ,rst is a lack of de,ned criteria for reviewers to apply in evaluating teaching. The second is a 
lack of space and scope that can lead to information being presented misleadingly—for instance, 
opinions which are not necessarily formed on the basis of ,rst-hand evidence being stated as 
fact (Hildebrand, 1971). While some have argued in favour of references or reports based on 
opinions or general impressions, on the grounds that ‘teaching skill is a generalized ability’ that 
can be assessed ‘from . . . performance in faculty-lounge discussions, in debates at departmental 
meetings, and in quadrangle discussions’ (Kulik, quoted in Centra, 1975), from the 1960s onward, 
there has been a developing consensus on the need for objective, evidence-based, criterion-
referenced evaluation of teaching by peers for summative purposes.

PREREQUISITES FOR A SUMMATIVE PEER REVIEW PROGRAM
The prerequisites for an e-ective summative peer review of teaching program can be grouped 
into three categories: overall goals; institutional support; and the process of development.

Overall goals
The ,rst thing any peer review of teaching program needs is a clear and ,xed goal (Seldin 1982). 
It must be apparent from the outset—not only to the program’s administrators, but also to the 
academics who will be peer reviewers and candidates for peer reviews—whether the program is 
to be used for diagnostic, formative or summative purposes, or a combination of the three.

It can be argued that any peer review of teaching system should include both formative and 
summative aspects (Roe et al., 1986; Cashin, 1996; Cosser, 1998). This is often on the grounds 
of e.ciency—resources for peer review, particularly quali,ed and competent peer reviewers, 
are always in short supply (Kahn, 1993)—or fairness, as an integrated system ensures that sta- 
members have opportunities to ‘improve their performance through diagnostic feedback or 
adjunct training’ (Roe & McDonald, 1983). However, there are risks to running an integrated 
program. As Roe, McDonald and Moses (1986) point out, ‘In any evaluation scheme one purpose 
rather than another tends to be, or become, predominant’ and there is therefore ‘some risk 
of con*ict between the two purposes’ derailing the program. Integration of formative and 
summative peer review may also lead to cross-contamination between the two components—a 
‘halo e-ect’ in which prior or formative reviews in*uence, whether positively or negatively, the 
results of later or summative reviews (Elton, 1998)—and even concern over the possibility of 
such cross-contamination can undermine con,dence in the validity of the program. Finally, 
an integrated peer review program may be unjust (Cashin, 1996) if information gathered for 
formative purposes is used as a basis for decision-making about promotions or other rewards. As 
formative peer review is designed to produce information that will help teachers to develop their 
skills, it necessarily concentrates on areas of weakness. Requiring that a decision-making body 
have access to this information is unfair to teachers applying for promotion or other rewards, as it 
forces them to undermine their own case. 

For these reasons, there is considerable support for separating formative and summative peer 
review programs as far as possible (Seldin, 1982; Seldin, 1984; McKnight, 1986; Centra, 1993; 
Cavanagh, 1996). However, this also has pitfalls, mostly in that teachers tend to be mistrustful of a 
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peer review system that includes no formative component. Perhaps Smock and Crooks (1973) and 
Cashin (1986) o-er the best alternative when they propose that summative peer review programs 
be accompanied by an adjunct and completely separate formative system that academics can 
access at will for support and professional development purposes.

Institutional support
In addition to having a clear goal, a summative peer review program must be compatible with ‘the 
institution’s goals and with its operational style, politics and traditions’ (Seldin, 1982); and because 
each institution has a di-erent culture of and perspective on teaching, its peer review program 
should explicitly be grounded in its own mission statements and Graduate Attributes (Cashin 
1996). However, while peer review programs should be appropriate to individual institutions, 
Seldin (1982) recommends adapting existing programs to suit, rather than developing new ones. 
This saves time and resources, increases transparency, and opens the potential for universities to 
work with partner institutions using similar programs.

Summative peer review of teaching programs should include a visible and functioning link 
with the rewards o-ered by the institution (Gibbs & Openshaw, 1983; Seldin, 1984; Kahn, 1993; 
Cerbin, 1994; Cashin, 1996; Cosser, 1998), or they will not be considered worth participating in. 
They must also have wide support throughout the institution, both from senior (administrative) 
sta- members and from academic and professional sta-. The support of senior sta- is crucial to 
establishing a peer review program, as ‘Leadership from the bottom is notoriously ine.cient, and 
usually ine-ective’ (Cashin, 1996), but it must also have the support of those it aims to assess, or it 
will fail through lack of use. To work properly, a peer review program must be funded and sta-ed 
adequately (Seldin, 1984; Cashin, 1996), and integrated with existing administrative protocols 
around promotion. Finally, it must be ‘comprehensible, fair, *exible and easy to understand’ 
(Seldin, 1982; French-Lazovik, 1981; McKnight, 1986; Seldin, 1984; Cohen & McKeachie, 1980; Cashin, 
1996). Any system that is overly complex, apparently unfair, too rigid or too confusing will be 
di.cult for both professional and academic sta- members to engage with, and will eventually fail.

Development process
How a summative peer review of teaching program is developed is also important. For a program 
to be e-ective, its development process must be open, visible, and well-publicised (Seldin, 1982; 
Seldin, 1984; Roe et al., 1986; Cashin, 1996). It is frequently argued that academic sta- members—
both those being reviewed and those eligible to serve as reviewers (Cavanagh, 1996)—should 
be involved in the process of developing the system or consulting on the criteria for assessment, 
as they are then more likely to be invested in its success (Seldin, 1982; Kahn, 1993; Cosser, 1998; 
Paulsen, 2002; Elmore, 2008), and more likely to participate. 

A successful peer review program must develop explicit, de,ned criteria for peer reviewers to 
apply (Needham, 1982; Cashin, 1996; Quinlan, 2002; Scha-ner and MacKinnon, 2002; Brent & 
Felder, 2004; Elmore, 2008), and exclude hearsay and gossip as sources of evidence (Seldin, 1984; 
Roe et al., 1986; AVCC, 1981; Elmore, 2008). Moreover, applicants for review must be aware of these 
criteria along with peer evaluators (Seldin, 1984). The program should be designed to be open 
to modi,cation (Seldin, 1982) based on feedback from all sta- members involved in the process: 
senior administrators, professional sta- members, peer evaluators, and applicants for review. 
Ideally, it should contain a built-in feedback loop, so that it can be regularly re,ned and adapted 
(Cashin, 1996; Yon et al., 2002). It must use valid instrumentation: Seldin (1982) suggests drawing 
on the skills of academic and professional sta- who develop SET questionnaires in order to 
develop e-ective tools for the peer review process if necessary. Finally, it must be well-organised 
and easy to run: if forms and procedures are smoothly and correctly administered (Seldin 1982), 
the system as a whole will be better-regarded.
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ELEMENTS OF A SUMMATIVE PEER REVIEW OF TEACHING PROGRAM
When ‘peer review of teaching’ is mentioned, the ,rst thing most teachers think of is peer 
observation of classroom teaching. However, the de,nition of teaching is much broader than 
face-to-face classroom work: it also encompasses administrative and scholarly work undertaken 
outside the classroom, professional development, and educational research. A comprehensive 
peer review of teaching system must therefore include both classroom teaching and the 
intellectual and scholarly work that supports and derives from it, by means of a review of written 
materials and documentation.

Peer Observation of Classroom Teaching
The inclusion of peer observation of classroom teaching in a summative peer review program 
is a contentious issue (Cohen & McKeachie, 1980). Many argue that evaluation of classroom 
teaching is properly the province of students, as the primary ‘consumers’ of a teacher’s classroom 
work (Scriven, 1984), and reject summative peer evaluation on the grounds that it is statistically 
invalid. In this argument, peer evaluation results are regarded as valid if they correlate closely 
with the results of student evaluations (Koon & Murray, 1995). However, this argument rests on 
two assumptions that are frequently unexamined: ,rstly, that student evaluations themselves are 
intrinsically valid (which in fact is only the case if students are asked the right questions: Costin et 
al., 1971); and secondly, that student and peer evaluations are evaluating the same things. There 
are elements of classroom work—for instance, degree of subject knowledge and integration of 
research and teaching—that students are not quali,ed to assess, but sta- are (AVCC Working 
Party, 1981; Roe & McDonald, 1983; Cambridge, 1996; Cosser, 1998; Paulsen, 2002). If peers and 
students are evaluating di-erent elements of a teacher’s classroom work, there is no real reason to 
expect a close correlation between their results, or to declare the results of peer evaluation invalid 
if no such correlation appears.

Other reasons given for rejecting summative peer evaluation of classroom teaching include that it 
is inherently unfair and impossible to do well (Scriven, 1981), that the presence of peer observers 
can disrupt a class (Scriven, 1981; Cosser, 1998), that peer reviewers are unable to be objective 
(Scriven, 1981), and that its results can be invalidated by personal motivations, expectations 
of reciprocity, and con*icts between reviewers or between a reviewer and candidate for peer 
review (Ford & Hassel, 1984). While these are valid concerns, researchers have found that they are 
not always borne out in practice: Ford and Hassel, for instance, found that while interpersonal 
con*ict between reviewer and candidate for peer review produced a ‘signi,cantly lower’ rating 
than neutral or positive relationships, the reviewer’s ‘harsh narrative criticisms’ were ‘in one form 
or another, corroborated by the other observers’ (Ford & Hassel, 1984). Many writers are at least 
cautiously in favour of including classroom observation in a summative peer review system 
(Cohen & McKeachie, 1980; Kahn, 1993; Cosser, 1998), not as a replacement for Student Evaluation 
of Teaching reports, but as a complement to them.

Peer Review of Written Materials and Documentation
There is broader agreement on the inclusion of teaching portfolios and other written material in 
summative peer review systems. The AVCC Working Party (1981), Scriven (1981), Kahn (1993), Malik 
(1996), Cosser (1998) and Centra (2000) all state that teaching portfolios and other written material 
can validly be summatively assessed by peers, in part because they ‘capture the intellectual 
substance’ of teaching in ways that other methods may not (Cambridge, 1996). The list of materials 
recommended for inclusion in a teaching portfolio, however, varies widely. Arguments have 
been made for including statements of teaching philosophy (Kahn, 1993), copies of syllabuses 
and course design information (Kahn, 1993; Roe et al., 1986; Malik, 1996; Centra, 2000; Cohen & 
McKeachie, 1980), examples of course material (Centra, 2000; Roe & McDonald, 1986; French-
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Lazovik, 1981), samples of assessments including tasks and copies of student work, and student 
results (Roe et al., 1986; Malik, 1996; Centra, 2000; Cohen and McKeachie, 1980; French-Lazovik, 
1981). Kahn (1993) and Roe, McDonald and Moses (1986) argue for including documentation of 
e-orts to improve teaching, along with summaries of student evaluations (Centra, 2000). Material 
less directly connected to classroom teaching can also be included, including descriptions of 
teaching innovations and assessment of their e-ectiveness (Roe and McDonald, 1986; Centra, 
2000), lists of grants, awards and other formal recognitions of teaching ability (Roe et al., 1986). 
Malik (1996) also suggests that re*ective writing or self-evaluation is valid for assessment. However, 
the validity of including evidence of research and publication in the area of educational theory 
and/or the scholarship of teaching—whether as part of teaching achievements or part of research 
achievements—is not at any point addressed in the literature, even though teaching and the 
intellectual work surrounding it are recognised as profoundly scholarly activities (Hutchings, 1996).

CRITERIA FOR PEER EVALUATION
As previously mentioned, for a summative peer review of teaching system to be valid, it must set 
out clear criteria for peer evaluators to use, both in observing classroom teaching and evaluating 
written material (Kahn, 1993; Cosser, 1998; Gustad, 1967; Quinlan, 2002). As Brent and Felder state 
(2004), peer observers who work without a list of criteria to structure their observations are likely 
to focus on ‘whatever happens to catch [their] attention’—in the classroom or out of it (Quinlan, 
2002). This usually means style issues (Roe et al., 1986). Teaching style is not a reliable gauge of 
the e-ectiveness of teaching or the ability of the teacher being observed; it is, however, the most 
personalised, subjective and arguably divisive aspect of classroom teaching. If reviewers focus on 
teaching style, it can lead to candidates for peer reviews being assessed on their personality and 
appearance (Stodolsky, 1984), their diction (Brent & Felder 2004), and whether they have done 
things the way their reviewer would have (Quinlan, 2002), instead of on substantial concerns. This 
demonstrably undermines the purpose of summative peer review. It is therefore preferable to 
establish a list of criteria that focuses on skills and avoids engaging with issues of teaching style.

The most common thing listed for assessment in a summative peer review of teaching program—
whether classroom observation or evaluation of written materials—is the teacher’s knowledge 
of their subject matter (Kete,an, 1977; Cohen & McKeachie, 1980; AVCC Working Party, 1981; 
Seldin, 1984; Brent & Felder, 204). Other criteria put forward for peer review of classroom teaching 
include the teacher’s degree of preparedness (Seldin, 1984; Stodolsky, 1984; Ford & Hassel, 1984; 
Brent & Felder, 2004), their ability to motivate students (Seldin, 1984; Stodolsky, 1984), their 
degree of interest in both the subject they are teaching (Seldin, 1984; Brent & Felder, 2004) and 
in teaching itself (Seldin, 1984), and their technical teaching and/or supervision skills (Kete,an, 
1977; Seldin, 1984; Cohen & McKeachie, 1980; Roe et al. ,1986; Atwood et al., 2008). In practice, this 
last can be broken down into separate, speci,c criteria such as the teacher’s ability to e-ectively 
communicate course or session objectives (Ford & Hassel, 1984), apply relevant and e-ective 
teaching techniques to present material (Cosser, 1998), and use resources and examples e-ectively 
(Costello et al., 2001; Brent & Felder, 2004).

Proposed criteria for peer evaluation of written materials include the e-ectiveness of course 
organisation (Seldin, 1984; Roe & McDonald, 1986; Cohen & McKeachie, 1980; Malik, 1996; Centra, 
1994), e-ectiveness of course outlines, handbooks and other materials (Kete,an, 1977; Seldin, 
1984; Roe et al., 1986; Malik, 1996; Centra, 1994; Brent & Felder, 1996; AVCC Working Party, 1981), 
standard of student results, particularly exam results, and evidence of student learning (Seldin, 
1984; Roe & McDonald, 1986; Cohen & McKeachie, 1980; Centra, 1994), the teacher’s integration of 
teaching into their overall career path (Seldin, 1984; Roe et al., 1986; Centra, 1994), the quality of 
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their professional development in teaching, awards and prizes for teaching work, grants and other 
forms of external recognition (Roe & McDonald, 1986), appropriateness of objectives and choice 
of methodology (Seldin, 1984; Brent & Felder, 1996). The quality of a teacher’s research related to 
teaching is also considered a valid criterion by Roe, McDonald and Moses (1986).

TOOLS FOR PEER REVIEW OF TEACHING
Several researchers and universities have developed rubrics for evaluating a teacher’s classroom 
work or documentation. These are often in the form of lists of criteria accompanied by a ratings 
scale (often a Likert scale or variation), with an overall rating given at the end of the form, and 
sometimes some space allowed for a summary comment (Miller, 1972). These criteria tend to be 
presented in general forms, with few details to help peer reviewers identify the evidence that 
answers them: for example, ‘Was class time well used?’ (Miller, 1972). This lack of guidance can 
make it di.cult for peer reviewers to locate appropriate evidence against each criterion and 
complete their review objectively. For this reason, Yon et al (2002) recommend supplementing 
rubrics with a list of example ‘indicators’ or ‘operationalized examples of speci,c classroom 
behaviours’ for each criterion.

FREQUENCY OF PEER REVIEW
Another question that must be decided when constructing a peer review of teaching program is 
how frequently it should be run. In the UK, peer review programs are an automatic part of annual 
performance management processes, and Roe and McDonald (1983) likewise recommend using a 
yearly system wherever possible. Writers in the US vary, with some recommending running peer 
review programs everything from once a year to every three years (McClellan, 2007).

There is also the question of how frequently peer review should occur during each iteration of 
the program. For peer review of classroom teaching, it is widely argued that a single instance of 
peer observation is not su.cient for a report to be valid (Rowley, 1978; Seldin 1984; Paulsen, 2002). 
Those who recommend including peer observation of classroom teaching in a summative peer 
review system therefore suggest varying amounts of observation. Atwood, Taylor and Hutchings 
(2000) propose a system of frequent visits, each lasting an hour or less. Kahn (1993) advocates 
‘regular’ observations, though without giving a speci,c number, and Cosser (1998) ‘as many 
as possible’—meaning (ideally) all teaching sessions for a given course, but otherwise 40% of 
teaching sessions, with an absolute minimum of three. Rowley (1978) recommends ‘the maximum 
possible number of visits’ but prefers observation sessions less than an hour in length. However, 
most are also aware that these are ideal scenarios, and that they might prove logistically di.cult, 
if not impossible, to achieve. Practicality might dictate using fewer observations.

There is no apparent discussion of how often written materials should be assessed during a given 
peer review cycle. Once per cycle is universally presumed to be su.cient. 

PERSONNEL
When establishing a peer review of teaching program, several questions surrounding personnel 
must be considered: namely, who should be eligible to serve as a peer reviewer, how many peer 
reviewers should be used, where they should be sourced from, how they should be allocated to 
candidates for peer review, and who should be eligible to be peer reviewed.
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Peer evaluators
Cosser identi,es three attributes of a good peer reviewer: understanding of the candidate for peer 
review’s subject, experience in teaching, and formal educational quali,cations and/or training 
in the area (1998). Brent and Felder likewise privilege experience as a quali,cation, suggesting 
that reviewers should be ‘tenured, or with primarily teaching and advising responsibilities’, have 
three years or more of teaching experience, be competent, *exible and unbiased teachers, and 
be knowledgeable about the criteria and the discipline in which the candidate for peer review 
is teaching (2004). Prosser (1980), Cosser (1998) and Bell (2002) carry this further to state that 
the ‘peer’ reviewer in a summative evaluation may in fact be ‘a supervisor or person seen as 
having greater expertise than the person being observed’ (Bell, 2002). Beyond this, little work 
has been done. However, several writers point out that the reason peer evaluations, particularly 
of classroom teaching, tend to be invalid or of poor quality is because the peer evaluators have 
not been trained to assess teaching (Klinkum, 2003). The validity and accuracy of peer review of 
both classroom teaching and written materials can be increased by training the peer evaluators 
(Cashin, 1996; Malik, 1996; Cosser, 1998; Keig & Waggoner, 1994; Quinlan, 2001; Yon et al., 2002). 
Therefore, it seems reasonable to infer that the best candidates for peer evaluators are those who 
combine experience, expertise in teaching, a degree of seniority, and training in evaluation.

That understood, many writers recommend using multiple reviewers in peer observation of 
classroom teaching, as a way of both providing multiple perspectives and protecting candidates 
for peer review from possible reviewer bias. Cosser (1998) recommends ‘a panel’ of observers, 
Kahn (1993) ‘several’, Gustad (1967) and Ford and Hassel (1994) a ‘large’ group, and Centra (1993) an 
‘ad hoc committee of teachers’ comprising at least four members. However, the question of who 
should be able to work as a peer reviewer, either in classroom observation or the assessment of 
documentation, has been comparatively rarely considered. 

Source of peer reviewers
Many writers assume that peer reviewers for classroom teaching will be drawn from within the 
same department or area as the teacher being reviewed (AVCC Working Party, 1981; Barnett, 1992; 
Kete,an, 1977; Ford & Hassel, 1984; Kahn, 1993; Cosser, 1998; Brent & Felder, 2004). This method 
has its advantages: such reviewers have expertise in the subject area, familiarity with the context 
in which the candidate for peer review is teaching, and an awareness of the requirements of 
teaching in the target discipline (Quinlan, 2002). 

Alternatives to this system have largely been proposed by papers focussing on formative peer 
review of classroom work: Cosser (1998) proposes using reviewers from ‘the same or a cognate 
discipline in another, essentially similar university’, or drawing upon ‘practising professionals’ 
where appropriate, while others suggest looking outside the university for examiners, using 
methods including audio and video recordings, or campus visitation. Klinkum (2003) and 
McClellan (2007) suggest a system combining elements of both, in which the candidate for peer 
review provides a reviewer from within their university but outside their immediate area with 
‘contextual information about the lesson, the programme and the students’ (Klinkum, 2003) before 
an observed session, and conclude the process with a post-observation debrie,ng.

A similar situation pertains regarding written materials and documentation. The number of 
evaluators needed for valid peer review of written documentation is not discussed at any point, 
but many papers work on the assumption that peer review will be carried out by the local 
reviewers such as the promotion committee itself or by sta- members who report to it, for 
instance a designated individual or a sub-committee (Southern Regional Education Board, 1975; 
Prosser, 1980; Gibbs & Openshaw, 1983; Centra, 1994; Centra, 2000; Elmore, 2008). However, this 
is both logistically di.cult—members of promotion committees are always pressed for time—
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and ethically dubious, as it leaves candidates for peer review directly open to the prejudices, 
preferences and knowledge gaps of those making decisions on their futures. There is therefore 
an increasing tendency to recommend using peer reviewers who are separate from the decision-
making process itself (Seldin, 1984), both for ethical reasons and to increase both the degree 
of objectivity of the review and the appearance of objectivity in the eyes of the promotion 
committee. 

Even in this system, however, there is a tendency to assume that reviewers should be local—
known to the candidate for peer review, and with extensive knowledge of their teaching context 
(Southern Regional Education Board, 1975; Cohen & McKeachie, 1980; Scriven, 1981; Centra, 1983; 
Centra, 1984; Roe et al., 1986; Cashin, 1996; Centra, 2000; Elmore, 2008). As Brawley points out, 
however, ‘in-house approaches cannot deliver the level of rigour that would compare [scholarship 
of teaching and learning] favourably with research cultures (2008). Once again, it is papers 
focussing on formative peer review of written evidence that o-er other possibilities—particularly 
that of using peer reviewers who are experts in the target discipline but external to the subject’s 
department, faculty or university (Cosser, 1998). This has been taken up as a possibility in some 
discussions of summative peer review (Barnett, 1992; Atwood et al., 2000; Malik, 1996; Klinkum, 
2003). Brawley (2008) takes the principle one step further, in a parallel to research criteria for 
international referees, and recommends an international system of external peer review organised 
by ‘discipline communities . . . with a focus on teaching and learning and an interest in fostering 
peer review’ to assess teaching portfolios and other documentation. This is beyond the capacity of 
individual institutions to develop.

Allocation of reviewers
It is common to ,nd the assumption that a candidate for a summative peer review should be able 
to choose their reviewer or reviewers. However, this has disadvantages in that reviewers selected 
by the candidate can be perceived by a promotion committee as being biased in their favour. 
Allocating a peer reviewer rather than allowing the candidate to choose one can at least ‘[enable] 
the process of peer review to become’, and be perceived as, ‘more academically rigorous’ (Costello 
et al., 2001), which is an advantage in a summative system. 

Candidates for evaluation
The ,nal question to be considered in developing a summative peer review of teaching program 
is that of who to evaluate. In the US, there is a tendency to argue that only junior lecturers—
that is, those without tenure—should be summatively evaluated (Miller, 1974; Yon et al., 2002). 
However, this system raises ethical concerns, in that it targets the most vulnerable, least powerful 
and least privileged members of the teaching community. It also creates problems such as 
resentment of senior sta- members who may evaluate their colleagues without themselves 
submitting for evaluation (Langsam & Dubois, 1996). 

The assumption is therefore starting to change (Root, 1987). McKnight suggests that any 
summative peer review system should be universal, if for no other reason that ‘to develop and 
maintain norms for a variety of categories’ (1986), and experiments with formative peer review 
show that senior academics being peer reviewed alongside their junior colleagues can decrease 
resentment of the peer review system and increase the take-up of both formative and summative 
systems (Langsam & Dubois, 1996). In the UK, peer review of teaching is already a universal 
process, and Roe and McDonald (1983) recommend this approach in Australian universities also. 
However, universal peer review also raises equity concerns. As Seldin points out, it tends to be 
predicated on the assumption that ‘every faculty member will be good to whatever degree in all ... 
categories’ of the lecturer’s role at all times throughout their career, and in practice this is far from 
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the case: ‘both the nature of individual talent and the varied demands placed on colleges and 
universities argue for greater di-erentiation’ (1984). 

A universal system also has the disadvantages, rarely addressed by those who advocate it, of 
being prohibitively large, expensive, and di.cult to run. Anwyl, Ball and McInnis (1992), put 
forward a more *exible and practically workable alternative in the form of an opt-in process, 
in which applicants for promotion can choose to engage in summative peer review if applying 
for promotion on the grounds of quality teaching. This has the advantage of targeting those 
academics for whom teaching assessment is a focus of their career and relevant to their career 
development and promotion opportunities. It also provides a solution to the problem, identi,ed 
in a previous section, of how frequently to run the peer review program, by putting the timing of 
peer review under the teacher’s control. 

STAFF RESPONSES TO SUMMATIVE PEER REVIEW OF TEACHING SYSTEMS
It is common, particularly in papers from the US, to ,nd teachers arguing vehemently against 
the establishment of summative peer review of teaching programs. The most common reason 
given for this is that teaching is an inherently unassessable activity: ‘Teaching performance does 
not lend itself to evaluation. Good teaching de,es de,nition. It is so singular, they say, that it is 
incapable of measurement’ (Seldin, 1984). However, it is increasingly recognised that this is not a 
valid argument. As Cross points out, it is entirely possible to identify, evaluate and reward good 
teaching, even if the process is a very individualised one, because ‘there are some characteristics 
and teaching procedures that are consistently associated with e-ective teaching’ (1991). Good 
teaching is based in a de,ned skill set that can be taught, evaluated and assessed ‘as rigorously as 
research and publication and has been for years by many institutions’ (Seldin, 1984). And as Keig 
and Waggoner state, academics are ‘becoming increasingly aware that successful teachers are 
knowledgeable about education theories and practices’ (1994). 

The underlying reason for teachers’ rejection of summative peer review of teaching seems to be 
fear, and not only the stage-fright associated with performance for an audience of judges. Seldin 
points out that there is frequently a mismatch between the job of teaching and the temperament 
of the person doing it: ‘Someone trained to a solitary, cognitive activity such as research may 
not necessarily enjoy having to engage in a social, manipulative activity such as teaching, 
even though he or she has to do it to get paid’ (1984). This problem can be exacerbated—or 
encouraged—by a culture and rewards system that privilege the development of research and 
research skills above the development of teaching and teaching skills. And academics who have 
co-operated with this agenda, either out of personal preference or as a strategic element of their 
career plan (Asmar, 2002), may feel both vulnerable and inadequate when they ,nd themselves 
expected to submit their teaching for assessment. 

Many academics have also had little opportunity to be trained in teaching at tertiary level (Howe 
II, 1967; Smock & Crooks, 1973; McManus, 2001). Lecturers have traditionally been assumed to learn 
teaching more or less by osmosis: by the time they have completed a PhD, they must know how 
to teach, because, after all, they have been taught (Astin & Lee, 1967; Astin, 1985; Keig & Waggoner, 
1994). This can leave them with a limited repertoire of teaching strategies and an inability to 
articulate the philosophies, reasoning and processes that underlie their classroom teaching 
choices—along with the suspicion that those who will be assessing them are in much the same 
situation (Cavanagh, 1996). Teachers in these circumstances can understandably feel vulnerable 
and defensive when they ,nd themselves expected to be summatively assessed on something 
they were never trained to do. 
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In each case, these fears can combine with the more-or-less universal human assumption that 
any summative assessment system either is or will become punitive in nature, no matter what 
the stated reason for undertaking it, to become an active hostility to summative peer review of 
teaching. Developers of summative peer review of teaching programs must therefore choose 
strategies and protocols that address or counteract these fears without compromising on the 
need for rigorous and substantial peer review.

CONCLUSION
Although comparatively little work has been done on the summative peer review of teaching, 
what had been published o-ers a range of theories and options from which to develop 
protocols, processes and tools. These, however, tend to focus on ideal practice, with relatively 
little consideration given to the logistical, ,nancial and personnel issues involved in creating 
a functioning summative peer review of teaching program. The challenge for researchers 
developing such a program is to e-ectively negotiate the tension between the need for rigour 
and objectivity in peer evaluation, and the practicalities of running a workable peer review 
program, to achieve a system that is both practical and fair without sacri,cing academic rigour. 
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APPENDIX 2:  
PRO FORMAS AND OTHER MATERIAL PRODUCED FOR/USED IN THE 
PROJECT

1. Internal Peer Review protocols and tools
2. External Peer Review protocols and tools
3. Formative Peer Review protocols and tools
4. Peer reviewer, convener and candidate professional development resources
5. Notes for promotion committees
6. Adapting Peer Review protocols
7. Peer Review Teams and equity issues
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